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I. INTRODUCTION -- 
The CGIAR has given its qualified approval to TAC's recommenda- 
tions on CGIAR priorities and future strategies. Among the unresolved 
issues which require explicit and continuing attention by the various 
components of the System are how to ensure: 
(i> evaluation of CGIAR priorities as a continuing activity; 
(ii) monitoring the implementation of agreed CGIAR priorities and 
strategies; and 
(iii) monitoring the impact of activities supported by the CGIAR. 
This paper addresses each of these issues. In proposing a 
mechanism for continuous priority setting TAC recognizes that: 
(a) the CGIAR System accounts only for about 5% of the total 
resources currently devoted to agricultural research for developing 
countries. However, commodities covered by CGIAR Centers comprise 
approximately 70% of the total food consumed in developing countries 
and, given the limited capacities of many national research systems in 
the Third World, the System will continue to play a key role in 
integrating global efforts to meet food needs of the future. Therefore, 
to be effective it must concentrate on carefully selected problems of 
great importance; and 
(b) the Committee has already stressed the need to consider 
priority setting in terms of short- to medium-term commodity/ other 
research activities, and long-range program thrusts and approaches in 
its 1985 review of CGIAR priorities and strategies. 
Section II deals with priority setting. It reviews previous 
approaches by TAC, outlines current and future needs and proposes a 
procedure for internalizing the priority setting exercise. The premise 
is that the TAC review of CGIAR priorities and future strategies paper 
should be a living document. 
In Section III the various methods and tools that are currently 
available at the Center and System-wide levels for monitoring the 
implementation of CGIAR priorities and strategies are outlined and 
assessed, and suggestions are made for their improvement. The proposed 
monitoring procedure is based on an analysis of information drawn, and 
lessons learned, from various sources, including the following: 
TAC's attendance through its liaison scientists and Secretariat 
staff at Center Board and Program Committee meetings; 
(if) TAC commissioned External Program Reviews of the Centers; 
(iii) activity/commodity reviews; 
(iv) Center medium and long-term plans; 
c-J> the new procedure for resource allocation in the CGIAR; and 
(vi> Center Research Reports and Highlights. 
It is now widely accepted that monitoring and evaluation of 
potential and actual impact of CGIAR supported activities, should be an 
internal function of each CGIAR Center. The paper also reviews this 
matter in some detail in Section IV. Finally, some concluding remarks 
are made in Section V. 
II. REVIEW OF PRIORITIES AND STRATEGIES 
Background 
Earlier efforts to define CGIAR priorities were more limited in 
their charge and therefore tended to focus more on additions to the 
System, in terms of commodities and Centers. They presupposed a 
research focus on food crops important to the developing world and they 
accepted the judgement of a continuing and-worsening global food gap 
made by others. Therefore less attention was paid to global trends in 
development, income and population growth, shifting food consumption 
patterns and international trade. Further, when the CGIAR started, only 
a few developing country agricultural research systems were well 
developed. Thus the dominant theme was assistance to developing 
countries in increasing food production. 
TAC priority papers written in 1975-76 and 1978-79 therefore 
had a strong commodity focus and addressed issues of the appropriateness 
of the current mix of research and the needs for additional activities. 
They were short- to medium-term in focus and generally brief documents 
that paid limited attention to the broader context in all its 
dimensions. They were produced in relatively short periods and 
presented the qualitative judgements of TAC on issues of direct concern 
to the CGIAR. 
The third TAC priority paper (TAC Review of CGIAR Priorities 
and Future Strategies) developed over the period 1982-85 was intended to 
be much more comprehensive. It explicitly tried to place the CGIAR in 
-rwo critical contexts. The first was the global food system and its 
role in economic and social development and the second was the evolution 
wf a global agricultural research system. In particular the paper 
emphasized the evolving partnership with research institutions in 
developing and developed countries. Further, it explicitly focussed on 
the short aud medium term (5-10 years) as well as the long term (25 
years), and attempted to develop a program thrust framework for looking 
at overall CGIAR priorities. 
The third paper also presented a comprehensive set of criteria 
for evaluation of priorities but did not explicitly say how and with 
what weight each criterion was used. It put numerical priorities on 
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commodity research and addressed explicitly the CCIAR role in 
institution building and policy research. 
The paper took about 4 years to complete as it was done in a 
sequential fashion. The decision to undertake a priority review 
(Strategic Considerations) was taken in June of 1982. Background data 
and discussion papers were commissioned in 1983 and presented to the TAC 
Standing Committee in early 1984 and to the whole TAC in June of 1984. 
The Strategic Considerations item was on every TAC agenda from then 
until March 1986. 
Drafts of parts of the paper were prepared in late-1984 and 
extensive discussions, additions and revisions occurred throughout 
early 1985. These discussions involved Center Directors, Board Chair- 
persons, donors and others. A complete draft was presented to TAC in 
June of 1985 and final revisions were made by the Standing Committee in 
August 1985. To some extent, the time required to complete the paper 
followed from the comprehensive scope of the paper and its explicit 
attempt to look at the long term. 
The paper was transmitted to the CGIAR in October 1985 for 
discussion at the November 1985 meeting in conjunction with the Impact 
Study (International Agricultural Research Centers: Achievements and 
Potentials). Discussion was not completed in November and TAC in March 
1986 prepared an additional paper (Elaboration of TAC's Views. on 
Priorities and Strategies) which served to focus the continuation of the 
discussion at the May 1986 meeting in Ottawa. The conclusion of the 
discussion stressed the need for a continuing review of priorities in 
the context of the "global environment". 
The Needs 
The time that elapsed from the beginning (June 1982) to the end 
(May 1986) was one month short of four years. Thus if the same approach 
were followed in the next round, the process should begin this year 
(1987) to deliver a revised priority paper by 1991 (5 years from the 
last). In this document TAC explores alternative ways by which it could 
meet its broadened obligation to "give continuing attention to 
priorities and strategies". 
d Proposal 
The proposed new approach is to have priority discussions as a 
regular item at one TAC meeting at least each year. The approach 
accepts the desirability of TAC priorities being presented both broadly 
for the long term, as program thrusts and approaches, and more 
specifically for commodities and for other research and related 
activities for the medium and short term. Formal presentation to the 
CGIAR of an updated version of the priorities paper should be made every 
5 years. In the year of the presentation an update on the broader 
context would also be prepared. To accomplish this, several things 
would need to be done. Details of the proposal are given below. 
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(a) The TAC Priority Paper as a Living Document _---- - ..- 
The objective should be to produce an updated TAC priority 
paper for CGIAR consideration every 5 years. The process of arriving at 
an updated paper would proceed in four steps: 
1. "An Update of Evolving Trends in World Agriculture - A 
Long-Term Scenario". This would essentially involve updating the 
current Chapter 2 and expanding it to make explicit the relationship of 
agricultural research and food production to income growth and 
distribution and to the process of economic development. This could be 
done by TAC member(s) if this macro competence exists on TAC, or by a 
consultant. The purpose of this chapter would be to set the CGIAR 
System in the evolving global context. This chapter should directly 
address the appropriate role of the CGIAR in the broader context of 
income and employment generation. 
2. A presentation of TAC's views on the appropriateness of current 
CGIAR strategies and the need for change if any. This may call for 
revision of Chapter 3. It should include explicit evaluation of 
modalities -- Centers, networks, contract research and linkages with 
national programs -- and philosophies for accomplishing CGIAR goals 
(which also should be reviewed). For example, the following are some of 
the issues which could be considered: 
(i) is a multi-disciplinary commodity approach still the best and 
only way to go? and 
(ii) to what extent should CGIAR activities move upstream? 
3. A revision, using TAC's best judgement, of program approaches 
and priorities. TAC would revise these after having systematically 
reviewed components of shorter-term priorities (see below). The result 
would be a revision of section 4.2 of the current paper and should 
include a revised pie chart (see Section 4.2.9) which indicates shifts 
in relative long-term priorities. 
4. A revision of short- and medium-term priorities. This would be 
a revision of sections 4.3 and 4.4 but broadened to include priorities 
with respect to additional major activities such as research on resource 
management and conservation. The current paper falls short here because 
it really only addresses commodity priorities. TAC should be able to 
produce a revised Table IV (in percentage terms only) and extend it to 
give also a breakdown by region. 
The paper would again conclude with a general discussion of 
emer@ug trends and unsettled issues. The way in which TAC proceeded in 
setting priorities, including criteria used and the relative importance 
attached to each, should be explained in an appendix (current 
Section 4.1 and Technical Annexes, parts 1 and 2). If TAC develops or 
uses quantitative models to obtain inputs into the overall process, this 
should also be explained in an appendix. 
At the end of the process TAC would produce a revised priority 
paper for CGIAR consideration. The paper need not be different in 
structure from the current one but could be considerably shorter as it 
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would not have to repeat some matters, such as the history of the CGIAR, 
which are well recorded elsewhere. 
(b) How to Do It ----~ 
To accomplish producing such a paper, certain changes in 
procedures would be required. Access to continuously updated global 
data bases would be absolutely critical. In this regard it is proposed 
that the TAC Secretariat include competence to analyze and evaluate data 
bases which include, for example, at least as much basic information as 
was contained in the FAO paper "Quantitative Indicators for Priorities 
in International Agricultural Research" developed for the strategic 
considerations exercise. TAC should not have to hire consultants to do 
this. 
The following procedure is proposed. It is presented as a 
yearly sequence. It would require the setting aside of significant 
blocks of TAC time within the current time frame of TAC meetings to 
discuss priorities in Sub-Committees and as a Committee of the whole. 
There is a wide array of talent in a technical sense on TAC which was 
not fully utilized under the current process of priority setting. 
Year one - One half day of the March meeting should be used to 
identify crucial areas of Chapter 4 which TAC wishes to review. These 
areas could be a set of commodities - e.g. cereals or root crops - or 
policy research or training or strengthening national programs. One or 
more TAC members with technical knowledge in the particular area would 
be asked to review the current document, prepare a brief issues paper 
and lead a discussion at the November meeting. At that meeting, as much 
as two days could be set aside for an in depth-discussion of priorities. 
At the end TAC would reach a tentative conclusion on whether adjustments 
in priorities were warranted. It would also identify critical changes 
that could influence short- to medium-term priorities, for example new 
research developments. If startling revisions were considered to be 
necessary, TAC could present an interim adjustment report to the CGIAR. 
Year two - A continuation of the process adopted in year one, 
covering additional parts of Chapter 4. 
Year three - Finishing remaining areas and concluding with a 
full day discussion of inter-commodity, inter-Center and other 
System-wide program issues. At the end TAC should produce a new and 
extended version of Table IV as a tentative new position. In any of 
these exercises if expertise is not contained in TAC, consultants on 
specific issues could be used but TAC should seek to internalize as much 
as possible. 
Year four - Given the revisions of commodity and program 
prioritiesAC should review its long-term program priorities (the 
flower) and propose adjustments. Also during year four TAC should 
produce or commission an update of Chapter 2. In June TAC should 
appraise its procedures and criteria and by November a draft paper 
should be ready for preliminary discussion with Center Directors, Board 
Chairpersons, donors and other interested parties. Their comments 
should be carefully considered by TAC. 
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Year five - On the basis of these comments and TAC's own 
analysis, -the paper would be finalized in March for circulation to the 
CGIAR in May and discussion at the November meeting. 
(c) Critical Inputs 
A first and crucial step would be for the TAC Secretariat and 
appropriate TAC members to develop a comprehensive bibliography of 
quantitative models that have been used, or proposed, to evaluate 
research priorities. Upon completion of the bibliography, a critical 
evaluation should be performed b y TAC to determine (a) the strengths and 
weaknesses of alternative models; .(b) the relevance of any existing 
models to TAC; and (c) whether TAC should try to develop its own 
model(s) as possible inputs into the priority process. It is clearly 
recognized that the output from use of quantitative models would 
augment, not replace, TAC's coilective judgement. Other sources of 
information needed for the exercise are numerous and varied. Some 












the data base maintained by the TAC Secretariat (discussed- 
above); 
the periodic program and budget review of Centers, five-year 
budgets; 
- EPR and EMR reports; 
commodity and activity reviews (stripe reviews); 
Secretariat (CGIAR and TAC) information and knowledge; 
donor inputs and evaluation; 
information and inputs from NARS; 
long-term plans of Centers; 
reviews of the CGIAR System; 
publications (e.g. of IFPRI, ISNAR, ICSU, FAO, World Bank, 
etc.) addressing changing global conditions: 
most crucially, TAC's collective technical knowledge and 
judgement. 
Of particular importance, in terms of program activity and 
commodity priorities, are Center long-term plans which will be developed 
in preparation for EPRs and EMRs and for the presentation of Center 
five-year program and budgets. It is clearly recognized that these 
Center plans are inputs, albeit crucial ones, into the CGIAR priority 
process. 
Regional Priorities and Strategies 
In reaching its conclusions on priorities for the 1985 paper, 
TAC first considered priorities among program approaches (Section 4.2) 
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and then priorities for individual commodities within the two program 
approaches of crop productivity research and animal productivity 
research (Section 4.3). In assessing priorities among program 
approaches, TAC used a global perspective, but regional considerations 
were taken into account when assessing priorities among commodities. 
TAC then examined the overall regional implications of the 
priorities determined by this process and showed that they were 
reasonably congruent with regional needs (Section 4.4). Had they not 
been so, an iterative process would have been necessary to arrive at an 
appropriate balance. 
The issue, however, is whether the concept of "an appropriate 
balance" between global and regional priorities can be refined or 
quantified in any way; what weight should be given to immediate concerns 
(such as the food crisis in Africa): and whether TAC should give more 
specific guidance to Centers on their regional priorities. 
There is also the question of the relative strengths of 
national systems in the various regions and how these impinge on CGIAR 
priorities. All of these are issues that TAC should keep in mind during 
the revision process. 
Regarding operational strategies and methods of inter-Center 
cooperation in the various regions, the conclusions of the "CGIAR Task 
Force on Sub-Sahara Africa" may well have implications for other 
regions. When the Task Force has completed its work, TAC should 
consider whether it should mount comparable studies in the other major 
regions. 
III. MONITORING IMPLEMENTATION OF CGIAR PRIORITIES AND STRATEGIES 
Background 
At the conclusion of the CGIAR discussion on priorities and 
future strategies, the issue of monitoring the implementation of 
priorities arose. This issue involves clearly questions of: the level 
of monitoring, e.g. program, Center, CGIAR. What information is needed 
for assessment? What are the sources of this information? How can 
monitoring be linked to evaluation and assessment? Who would do it and 
how might it be done? 
The Group has requested TAC to prepare a paper describing the 
current monitoring procedures and their adequacy. It has entrusted the 
responsibility for monitoring to TAC. Center Boards and Management 
would be expected to do most of the Center-specific monitoring through 
their internal planning and review processes. TAC should be prepared to 
assist the Centers (if requested) and to assess the adequacy of the 
methods used by each Center for monitoring. It would also have to do 
the across-Centers monitoring. 
The information required by the Centers for their own 
monitoring and control would, of necessity, be much more detailed than 
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that required by TAC for analysis, interpretation and reporting to the 
CGIAR. TAC would be expected to concentrate on the medium- and 
long-term research activities and program thrusts. 
Monitoring at the Center Level -- 
(a) Board of Trustees 
The CGIAR Centers are autonomous institutions. As recently 
stated by Professor Vernon W. Ruttan in his Study of External Review 
Processes in the CGIAR, one of the unique features of the System is its 
combination of centralized oversight and decentralized management and 
operation. All research done in the CGIAR is planned and supervised at 
the Center level. Research planning at the Centers is the respons- 
ibility of the Boards of Trustees, Management and staff. The Boards of 
Trustees and their Program Committees will therefore play a pivotal role 
in any mechanism used to monitor and assess the implementation of CGIAR 
priorities and strategies. 
The meetings of the Boards of Trustees and their Program 
Committees provide valuable mechanisms for monitoring the evolution of a 
Center's program annually. The TAC Center liaison scientist, and the 
TAC Secretariat, which serves as institutional memory for TAC, should 
selectively attend as observers in such meetings. TAC could report to 
the CGIAR annually or periodically through its program commentaries on, 
and funding recommendations for, the Centers. 
(b) Long-Term Plans 
Long-term plans and strategies of the CGIAR Centers are 
developed jointly by Center Boards and Management. They provide 
information on the perceived priorities, the likely trends in research 
emphasis, and resource allocation to specific programs. They also 
provide information on past performance and achievements. 
The global picture of a Center's response, or lack of it, to 
CGIAR recommendations on priorities and strategies can be deduced from 
its long-term plan and strategy document. Centers might wish to seek 
TAC's comments and guidance during the development of their long-term 
strategies. Such strategies should be in line with TAC's commentary on 
the recommendations of the last EPR as approved by the CGIAR. 
(c) Internal Program Reviews 
The internal program review of a Center provides an opportunity 
ta monitor research performance through a detailed analysis at the 
activity and program level. It should be possible through this 
mechanism, if properly organized, to assess the quality and relevance of 
the program and the scientific quality and performance of research 
staff. This mechanism could also be used for monitoring how a Center is 
taking into account issues of sustainability in its programs and how 
collaborative programs with national research systems and other 
institutions, including the non-CGIAJX centers, are evolving. 
Any scientific mechanism, or tool, used by the Centers to 
assess the calibre of staff and the quality and relevance of programs, 
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should be encouraged and promoted by TAC. The Committee should ensure 
through the external review mechanism that each Center has adequate 
internal processes in place for assessing the quality of scientific 
staff and programs. 
(d) Review of Center Programs and Budgets _-__ 
Currently, the Committee reviews the programs and budgets of 
the CGIAR Centers annually and recommends high priority programs for 
funding by donors. Until recently such reviews and programatic 
recommendations have been made on the basis of marginal adjustments and 
without adequate criteria for determining relative priorities within and 
between Centers. 
The TAC recommendations on priorities and future strategies as 
approved by the Group in May 1986, now provide a rational baais for 
deciding on relative priorities among commodities and other activities 
supported by the CGIAR. The imminent change to the new resource 
allocation process should provide a sequential procedure for reviewing 
Centers' programs and budgets at periodic intervals of about five years. 
The process should allow each Center to build a medium-term demand-based 
program, starting at the activity level. 
Each Center should be asked to highlight in its program and 
budget proposals to TAC and the CGIAR how it has responded to those 
recommendations on priorities which relate to its programs. The 
information provided by each Center is expected to contain a maximum of 
program content and a minimum of budgetary detail. Therefore the 
process should enable TAC to examine in detail all Center activities 
including issues of scale. Using this information, it should be 
possible to monitor and over a period of time assess how the Center is 
implementing the CGIAR recommendations on priorities. 
TAC's interest would not be confined to the production of 
research results. It would extend to the potential impact of those 
results at the national program level and on overall production of a 
region. This might be fairly simple when dealing with a commodity. It 
gets much more complicated when the research is not commodity based, for 
instance, the work done by ISNAR, IBPGR and IFPRI. 
(e) External Program Reviews 
Starting in 1975, TAC has regularly commissioned periodic, 
independent reviews of the Centers. These were initially referred to as 
quinquennial reviews and later became known as external program reviews. 
The TAC Center-based external reviews have hitherto concentrated on 
assessing ,the continuing suitability of a Center's mandate; its program 
and staff qnaliry; and the relevance and impact of its work. 
Future external program reviews are expected to shift their 
focus from operational to strategic issues- They will assess the 
effectiveness of policy and strategy direction, Center plans, priorities 
and progress, all in relation to the System's goal. These will be 
conducted in conjunction with an evaluation of -the relevance, 
appropriateaess and past achievements of a Center's programs- 
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The outcome of the evaluation and assessment of long-term 
plans, five-year program and budgets and the results of internal and 
external reviews, should enable TAC to review, and to comment on, the 
effectiveness of a Center's mechanisms for updating its objectives, 
priorities and strategies, and for allocating resources. TAC's views 
and recommendations would, as usual, be transmitted to the CGIAR. 
System-Wide Monitoring -- 
Through comparative analysis of the qualitative and 
quantitative information obtained from individual Centers it should be 
possible for TAC to prepare an overview on how the CGIAR Centers as a 
group are responding to the recommendations on CGIAR priorities and 
strategies. The overview could form a section in the annual document on 
funding requirements of the Centers supported by the CGIAR. 
A number of other approaches exist which could complement the 
Center specific methods. First among these are the occasional activity/ 
commodity reviews commissioned by TAC. The TAC Study of Training in the 
CGIAR System and earlier reviews such as Farming System Research in the 
CGIAR and the Study of Off-Campus Activities at CGIAR Centers are some 
examples of such reviews. Rice is a good illustration of a commodity 
for which an across-Centers review would be useful. Cassava is another. 
One could also consider a review of food legumes research-at the CGIAR 
Centers. 
Secondly TAC has encouraged and provided the stimulus for 
inter-Center workshops on selected topics: "Farming Systems Research at 
the IARCs" and "International Agricultural Research and Human Nutrition" 
are recent examples. Analysis of the documents prepared for, and coming 
out of, such meetings could contribute to a better understanding of the 
implementation of CGIAR priorities and strategies by the participating 
Centers. Such workshops could also contribute to the Centers' own 
strategic planning exercises through learning from each other's 
experience. 
Working papers and position statements developed by TAC and 
Center Directors could also be useful tools for monitoring. TAC and the 
CGIAR Centers are currently working on a document which will, inter 
alia, look at the sharing of responsibilities among the IARCs for 
research on plant genetic resources. 
A third mechanism could be provided by the System-wide reviews 
commissioned by the CGIAR. The first and second System reviews are 
examples of a regular, periodic process. The CGIAR Impact Study and the 
Study of Financial Reporting, Financial Management and Budgeting (Budget 
Study) are examples of ad hoc reviews. The terms of reference for the -- 
third System review could include an assessment of the mechanisms which 
TAC has pur in place for monitoring. 
Adequacy of Current Procedures 
Past experience shows that at times there has been some tension 
bet-en the Centers and TAC. This tension can be constructive. 
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However, there could be conflicts between the role of TAC/CGIAR on the 
one hand and that of the Boards of Trustees and Center Management on the 
other with respect to the monitoring process. 
Although TAC has been given a responsibility for advice on 
program priorities for resource allocation in the CGIAR, the actual. 
funding to Centers is done individually by donors. Therefore, for TAC’s 
role to be useful, donors have to continue to give broad support to 
TAC’s recommendations on resource allocations, especially under the new 
resource allocation process. 
Most of the monitoring mechanisms currently in place are Center 
specific. Appropriate mechanisms to enable TAC to have a proper 
analysis, evaluation and assessment of across-Center activities appear 
to be inadequate at present. 
The new resource allocation process and the recommendations 
contained in the Budget Study could provide for the first time 
standardized procedures for resource allocation, financial management 
and accounting in the CGIAR. It should then be possible to have data 
for across-Center comparative analysis. However, the implementation of 
these processes has only just started. There is consequently a shortage 
of quantitative data. 
Even with adequate quantitative data, in view of the problems 
associated with determining an appropriate scale of activities for each 
Center, TAC’s collective scientific judgement will continue to play an 
important role in the monitoring process. 
IV. MEASURING IMPACT 
As already mentioned earlier, among the issues raised by the 
Impact Study was the need for the CGIAR Centers to establish internal 
procedures to measure the impact of their activities. At the outset it 
is necessary to clarify the types of monitoring that could occur in the 
CGIAR. There are three: 
(i> monitoring changes in Center research efforts (inputs), 
-- measured by senior person-years, dollars, etc. -- as they 
adjust to the new priorities. This need was addressed in the 
preceding section: . 
(ii> monitoring the potential for completed and ongoing research to 
have an impact on developing country food and agricultural 
product ion ; and 
(iii) monitoring actual impacts in terms of increases in yields and 
in aggregate food production and also of income generation and 
distribution. 
The first of these, is necessarily ex ante in the sense that it -- 
measures changes in research inputs directed towards changing output 
goals- The second and third, on the other hand, are ex post facto --~ 
(after the fact) attempts to measure the impacts of research results. 
It is TAC's contention thAt monitoring potential impact is appropriate 
and that it is reasonable to attempt to judge whether Centers are 
producing research results and technology components which could have 
significant impacts in the areas of intended use. To hold Centers 
responsible for the ultimate results in farmers fields ignores the 
essential partnership between CGIAK Centers and national programs. As 
Centers move upstream increased responsibility must be borne by national 
research and extension programs For adapting technology to national and 
local conditions. 
Further, as is well known, adoption also depends on appropriate 
pl,licy and effective institutional arrangements. All of these are 
beyond the control of Centers. Thus TAC judges it as inappropriate to 
judge “Centers’ impact” only by monitoring actual impact. It is however 
appropriate to ask whether the technology and technology components are 
“right” given the environment (social and physical) in which it ie 
Lntended to be applied. In addressing this topic, the Impact Study 
recommended that Centers develop mechanisms for monitoring their impact. 
This is also appropriate to the extent that it is useful in their 
program planning. However, TAC cautions against using final impact as 
the sole means of evaluating impact because final impact depends on 
adaptive research and extension activities in national programs and on 
the policy and institutional environment. 
TAC believes existing and developing information sources are 
sufficient to begin this process. These sources include Centers’ 
five-year budget submissions, Centers’ annual reports which detail 
research accomplishments and impacts, program and activity (stripe) 
reviews, contacts with NARS, other evaluations of “impact” which abound 
in the literature and in EPR reports. It should be possible for TAC at 
the time of its discussion of an EPR panel report and at the subsequent 
review of a Center’s five-year budget to make a statement on the 
potential impact of a Center’s research. 
V. CONCLUDING REMARKS 
The expected shift to the new resource allocation process and 
the adoption by the Centers of a standardized accounting and financial 
management system are important steps towards improving the efficiency 
of monitoring of the implementation of CGIAR recommendations. Equally 
important is the focus to be given to strategic rather than operational 
issues by future EPRs of Centers. TAC strongly recommends either the 
combination of EPRs and EMRs or their closer integration in future in 
order to improve the monitoring process and to serve as a more useful 
management tool for the System. 
To date there have been relatively few activity/commodity 
reviews- General terms of reference such as those for EPRs and EMRs 
could be drawn up for activity/commodity reviews in order to standardize 
the type of information to be collected and ensure comparable analysis, 
evaluation and assessment between Centers and commodities/activities. 
The responsibility for the follow-up of recommendations arising from 
such reviews should be clearly defined. 
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There should be a System-wide data base and further attempts 
should be made to reach agreement and refinement on a standard format 
for describing all System activities. Triggering mechanisms should be 
identified for indicating the need for in-depth reviews and evaluation 
of certain components of the System’s activities. 
TAC believes that the approach proposed for continuous priority 
review fits well with proposals for monitoring implementation of CGIAR 
priorities and for monitoring impacts of Center research (as proposed in 
the Impact Study). It would allow TAC to concentrate on scientific and 
technical matters and thereby utilize to a greater extent its scientific 
and technical knowledge. Finally, the process would make for continuity 
of TAC’s collective institutional history despite rotating membership. 
